Meet Our New Editor 


F. R. (Bob) Duplantier was named Editor of The New American on March 9, 1989. 
(Gary Benoit, who served admirably in this post for over two years, will remain with the 
magazine as Director of Research.) 

A native of New Orleans, Bob earned his B.A. in English cum laude from Tulane 
University in 1975. He was only 18 years old at the time. One year later, he was teaching English 
composition as a graduate teaching assistant at the University of Southwestern Louisiana in 
Lafayette. He recalls that many of his students had celebrated more birthdays than he had. 

That same year, he accepted a position as editor of the bilingual monthly newspaper La 
Gazette des Acadiens, He later returned to New Orleans and served five years as head copywriter 
for one of the largest advertising agencies in the city. 

In November 1983, he happened to tune in to a late-night national radio show whose 
guest was John F. McManus, now 7NA’'s Publisher. Bob initiated some correspondence and 
then, two years later while visiting relatives in Boston, he made the trek to Belmont. The rest is 
history. Bob joined TNA's staff in January 1986. Before that year ended, he was named 
Managing Editor. Over the past three years, he has authored numerous articles and contributed 
enormously to the growing success of The New American. 

Bob and his wife Evann, also a New Orleanian, have one daughter and are expecting an 
addition. The Duplantier family is looking forward to moving to Wisconsin, where our editorial 
offices will be relocated in mid-1989. 

A New Managing Editor, Too 

We also take this opportunity to welcome a new Managing Editor. A regular reader of 
The New American and a longtime reader of its predecessors, Erik A. Johnson joined our staff in 
Belmont on March 27th. 

A Californian, Erik studied diplomacy and world affairs at Occidental College before 
leaving to pursue a business career. He has worked as a writer, an editor, and a consultant in the 
finance, insurance, publishing, and high technology worlds. An enterprising sort, he even 
manages to edit and publish his own "quarterly journal of persiflage," as he terms it, called 
PM/Pedantic Monthly. Stuffed shirts need not subscribe! 

An accomplished guitarist, Erik enjoys both playing and composing. With his wife Lydia, 
he is looking forward to residing in Wisconsin after the move this summer. 


One Man's Opinion — Tax Payers and Tax Eaters 
One Man's Opinion/ Llewellyn H. Rockwell Jr. 


Llewellyn Rockwell is president of the Ludwig von Mises Institute and the editor of five books, 
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including The Free Market Reader, from which the above essay is excerpted. 


In countries with openly tyrannical governments, we expect lies. From government 
newspapers, government officials, and every other aspect of the state propaganda apparatus, we 
assume deception. What we do not expect is that the U.S. Government does not operate much 
differently, even if the means are subtler. 

Ludwig von Mises always distinguished between the two methods of acquiring wealth: 
the voluntary way of the free market and the coercive means of the state. With an interventionist 
state like ours, dedicated to extracting our money for itself and favored interest groups, whose 
officials revel in dominating others, no one will admit openly what he is about. The talk will be 
of the public interest, the common good, the national security. But the real issues will always be 
cash and control. 

Even in the early 19th century, John C. Calhoun described the United States as divided 
between the "tax payers and tax eaters." Today, we can use that same analysis. Ludwig von 
Mises called the battle between these two artificially created groups a "caste conflict," in 
contradistinction to Karl Marx's class conflict. There can be no natural class conflict in society, 
since the free market harmonizes all economic interests. But in an interventionist system, there 
must be a struggle between the caste that lives off the government and the rest of us .... 

The government is separate from us, and almost always opposed to our interests. We do 
not have a government of the people, by the people, and for the people. We have a government 
to the people. And one important tool in keeping it going is the lie. 

For example, almost every economic statement from the Reagan Administration has been 
a lie. We -- and I do mean we -- got the most protectionist eight years since Herbert Hoover, and 
they called it free trade. We got five tax increases, including the single largest in human history, 
and they called it lower taxes. We got the biggest deficits ever, and they called it fiscal 
conservatism. We got a doubled federal budget, and they called it cutting back. We got a vast 
increase in the power and scope of federal control and snooping, and they called it freedom. 

In analyzing any government action, we should always ask: who's getting the money and 
the power? 

During the Carter Administration, conservatives told us how terrible the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) was. It oppressed business people, imposed crazy 
regulations, and violated civil liberties. And it was all true. But why is there silence on Reagan's 
OSHA? Because it is really a big-business agency, set up by the Nixon Administration. 

OSHA exists not to protect workers' health and safety, but to defend established 
corporations from competition. It's not an anti-business agency, it's an anti-sma/l/-business 
agency. Exxon, with its thousands of lawyers, has no trouble dealing with OSHA. But the small 
company can be put out of business by OSHA's fines and harassment. And it is -- not by 
coincidence -- the small businesses that OSHA concentrates on .... 

We used to hear about the awful Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) during the 
Carter Administration. It oppressed business people, imposed crazy regulations, etc. But again, 
this is a big-business agency established under the Nixon Administration to hobble competition 
and subsidize favored local politicians and special interests -- especially construction firms. It 
does not exist to improve the environment. 

Like OSHA, EPA regulations are much less of a relative burden on large firms than small 
ones. And most of the EPA budget is spent on gigantic building contracts for supposed 
pollution-control facilities. But since friends of the Administration are getting the contracts now, 
all conservative criticism has disappeared. 
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The Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) was another product of the Nixon 
Administration specifically set up to hurt small business and to help big business, this time under 
cover of consumer safety. During the Carter years, we heard about how appalling the agency 
was. But there's silence now. Yet CPSC is still intervening, and still setting guidelines at the 
behest of established businesses designed to foil competition. The Federal Trade Commission 
(FTC) -- emblematic of the older Progressive and New Deal agencies -- is no different. 
Denounced during the Carter years as a crazed regulator -- which it was -- it is now praised as a 
bastion of free enterprise. Yet special interest groups founded the agency specifically to restrict 
competition and therefore free enterprise. The FTC now brags, for example, about eight years of 
increased enforcement of the anti-trust laws, statutes designed to allow politically connected 
businessmen to suppress their non-politically connected rivals. 

One of the glories of America, and of the American free market, has always been our 
entrepreneurs. But especially since the days of the big railroads, there have always been some 
established businesses scheming to use government to reward themselves and punish their 
competitors. These traitors to free enterprise have been a major force in the growth of 
government, which is the horror story of our century. 

To fight for the ideals of the Founding Fathers, to be able to work for free markets and 
individual freedom, we have to be able to see through the government-generated smoke .... One 
rule of thumb is to assume that the government is lying until proven truthful, and to look 
carefully to see who's benefiting from any government action. It's not enough to make economic 
arguments against government control, as important as that is. To mobilize the tax-eaten to make 
necessary changes, we have to tell people the truth. And that means showing them the injustice, 
as well as the inefficiency, of government intervention. 


Let us go forward with an historic [tax] reform for fairness, simplicity, and 
incentives for growth .... 
-- President Reagan in his 1984 
State of the Union Address 


This year the 130,000-person, $50 billion IRS bureaucracy is expected to process more 
than 200 million tax returns, collect more than one trillion dollars in revenues, and make more 
than $100 million in refunds. However, under the calm surface of these cold statistics there 
appears to be total chaos and confusion with nearly everything associated with the IRS: the new 
"simplified and reformed" income tax system, the IRS bureaucracy, and their computer system. 
Alas, despite all of the happy talk about simplicity, fairness, growth, and reform, all is not well in 
the realm of the IRS and the 1040 form. 

Reform Mania 

Since 1975 Congress has passed 138 separate laws amending and reforming the tax code. 
In recent years, Congress approved the 1981 Economic Recovery Tax Act, which was designed 
to reduce revenues by $749 billion over a five-year period. These taxpayer gains were reversed 
in 1982 with the Tax Equity & Fiscal Responsibility Act (TEFRA), designed to raise $214.1 
billion over a five-year period -- the largest tax increase in American history. The Treasury 
Department reports that the 1981 tax cut would have reduced government revenues by $1.48 
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trillion by the end of fiscal 1989. TEFRA tax increases for the same period will equal $1.5 
trillion. 

In addition, in 1984, Congress passed the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984, to raise $101 
billion. In 1986, the Tax Reform Act was passed, cutting income tax rates, reducing the number 
of tax brackets, sweeping away most tax shelters, and abolishing a number of popular 
deductions. In 1987, Congress intervened still again to make a series of "technical corrections" to 
the reformed tax code. 

To make matters worse, there appears to be no end in sight to changes in the tax code. 
President Bush has his own wish list of proposed rules changes on things such as capital gains 
and other tax breaks. Despite Bush's impressive "read my lips" rhetoric during the 1988 
campaign, many find it difficult to escape the feeling that still another wave of tax increases is on 
the way. 

Professional Confusion 

Needless to say, all of these changes, reforms, and simplifications have wreaked havoc 
with business people, and with individuals who have to cope with the income tax system. In 
addition to most taxpayers, the nation's corps of professional tax preparers -- the experts -- 
appear to be totally baffled. 

Last year, to find out how the tax pros were taking to the changes made under the Tax 
Reform Act of 1986, Money magazine created a hypothetical taxpayer family. They then 
submitted the family's financial facts to 50 professional tax preparers from across the nation. 
Their assignment was to use the family's figures and to complete the standard 23-form 1040 
return. "The survey results were unnerving," Money reported; "no two preparers computed the 
same tax due -- and worse, the answers varied as much as 50 percent." Last year the preparers' 
main excuse was that the new tax law was "ridiculously complex and so new that the IRS had 
not even yet published important regulations." 

This year, Money tried the tax test again, with new data on a new hypothetical family. 
This year's test included 30 CPA firms, 12 franchised tax preparation outlets (like H&R Block), 
five licensed enrolled agents, and three CPAs from national accounting firms. Wesley R. 
Fitzpatrick of the accounting firm of Grant Thornton designed this year's Money tax test. 
According to Fitzpatrick, the correct tax for the model family was to be $23,393. 

The test results were shocking. Incredibly, Money found that "the answers were more off 
the mark than a year ago." Once again, using the same data on the same model family, no two of 
the 50 tax preparers calculated the same tax due. Of the 50, only 10 made "no significant errors," 
coming within $500 of the correct answer. Eleven of the 50 missed the target by more than 
$5,000! The bottom line of the 50 surveyed ranged an astonishing $12,539 to a high of $35,813. 

"I was completely surprised by the results," said test creator Fitzpatrick. "When the tax 
reform law was new, you could understand the confusion, but now it's hard to explain all the 
mistakes." Thus, a year of study and experience seems to have made no difference for the tax 
pros. 

If the nation's tax professionals can't be trusted to fill out an average family's 1040 form, 
perhaps the IRS could be of assistance. Unfortunately, the present tax system appears to be so 
convoluted and complicated that even the IRS admits that they do not fully understand it. For 
example, former IRS Commissioner Lawrence B. Gibbs recently admitted that the Revenue 
Service's much-touted telephone answer service is "not really helpful." A recent General 
Accounting Office (GAO) study supports Gibbs's view. They found that IRS telephone assistors 
gave incorrect answers to taxpayers 40 percent of the time. A similar Money magazine survey 
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established a 41-percent error rate. The agency itself admits to being wrong one third of the time. 
The frightening thing is, all errors on tax returns -- even if the IRS gave the bad advice -- can 
expose the taxpayer to an IRS audit and subsequent penalties. 

Expressing the sentiments on all sides, one IRS official recently said, "Let's get used to 
the changes we've got." Continuous tax tinkering by Congress, he argued, "creates for us the 
same problems it does for the taxpayers." 

IRS Bureaucratic Meltdown 

Added to the trauma of tax reform, the IRS has several on-going internal problems. One 
is the sheer size and scope of the 130,000-person IRS bureaucracy. By its own admission, the 
IRS has a Byzantine management structure. Each IRS division -- collections, examinations, tax 
returns, taxpayer services, and criminal investigations -- currently operates independently of all 
others. Because of this structure, a host of abuses and horror stories has emerged. 

For example, a recent in-house IRS study found that the IRS typically "loses" more than 
two million tax returns a year. This has been blamed on high turnover rates, low pay, and low 
morale in the IRS bureaucracy. More than 50 percent of IRS file clerks and 36 percent of their 
managers have less than one year of experience. But, there is more to it than that. In 1985 it was 
discovered that IRS employees in Philadelphia had mutilated and discarded thousands of tax 
returns and checks totalling hundreds of thousands of dollars. At about the same time, in Fresno, 
California, a creative IRS clerk found that he could increase his productivity and reduce his load 
by hiding his work. Investigators found 39 bags of mail -- including $800,000 worth of checks -- 
in his home. 

A wave of scandals such as these triggered a GAO and IRS internal audit. Auditors 
discovered a pattern of management chaos in regional tax service centers across the nation. 
During these investigations, a separate probe conducted by the Philadelphia Inquirer found that 
"critical management control in tax processing centers had broken down causing mass confusion 
with so many unprocessed tax documents clogging hallways and aisles that a fire marshall was 
called into one West Coast service center." 

In addition to personnel scandals such as these, the IRS is currently experiencing serious 
budget difficulties. To alleviate a budget shortfall for fiscal 1989 of $359 million in its $5.2 
billion budget, the IRS has been forced to reduce employee training and travel sharply, and to 
impose a hiring freeze. In addition, no new office space has been leased, and all employee 
transfers are on hold. The IRS budget crunch was caused in part by a low-grade federal pay raise 
last January that cost the agency $85 million. Health insurance increases and higher postal rates 
cost another $31 million. Then, Congress reduced the IRS fiscal 1989 budget request by $100 
million. 

As a result, many veteran IRS employees have been redeployed into low-grade positions. 
One longtime IRS bureaucrat complained that "because of the hiring freeze, I'm doing three jobs 
.... I'm starting to wonder why I'm still here." Former IRS Commissioner Lawrence B. Gibbs, 
who resigned in March, explains that "you have an agency that has gone into a mode of 
attempting to conserve its funds in every way it possibly can .... It is going to be a difficult time 
for the rest of the year." Senator David Pryor (D-AR), chairman of the Senate subcommittee on 
IRS oversight, recently stated that "the IRS couldn't survive its own audit." Gibbs admitted that 
"there are still major issues in terms of coordination of our financial accounting as an 
organization." 

The IRS also has major computer problems. Their archaic system was designed in the 
1950s. The present computer system stores hundreds of millions of tax returns on computer tapes 
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at the agency's computer center at Martinsburg, West Virginia. These days, most large private 
companies use telephone lines to transmit data to and from their central computers and their 
branches. Not the IRS! They must fly their computer tapes into National Airport once a week 
and truck them to Martinsburg. Similarly, when a taxpayer calls, a local IRS office agent cannot 
access the taxpayer's file until his specific tape is flown back to the regional office from the 
Martinsburg processing center. 

James Watts, associate director of the GAO's Information Management and 
Technological Division, observed, "The IRS's present system is basically aircraft, trains and 
trucks. They are facing a technological challenge of unbelievable proportions." To avert a total 
system crash, the IRS must replace its entire computer system by the early 1990s, at the 
estimated cost of $11 billion. 

Results of Confusion 

From their point of view, IRS employees are overworked and overwhelmed with the 
complex changes Congress has instituted. Computer troubles merely compound the problems. 
However, the worst aspect of this chaotic situation is that, in addition to the increasing revenue 
burden, Congress has also given the IRS increased power to seize taxpayer property and to place 
liens on private accounts. Under the current law, the IRS can garnish income or seize a person's 
private property just 10 days after official notice that a tax is due. Thus, the situation is ripe for 
power abuses. 

In 1984 a group of IRS agents raided the Englewood day-care center in Allen Park, 
Michigan. The center's owners owed $14,000 in back taxes. The agents rounded up the children, 
ranging from 18 months to 10 years, and confined them to two rooms. They then set up tables 
and forced parents who owed money to the day-care center either to pay the IRS directly or to 
sign a promissory note before releasing their children. One mother of a seven-year-old said that 
the IRS agents "used the children as collateral. It was like something out of a police state." In 
another IRS classic, zealous agents seized the bank account of a 10-year-old girl from San Jose. 
The girl had earned $694 by collecting aluminum cans and doing household chores. Her 
unemployed father owed $1,000 in back taxes. 

During the past eight years IRS liens on property owners have jumped from 370,000 to 
837,000. During the same period, levies on salaries have increased fivefold from 465,000 to 2.1 
million annually. Senator Pryor contends that when it comes to liens and seizures of property, 
"contrary to official policy statements, the IRS still operates on a quota system." Advancement 
through the IRS ranks still depends on a revenue agent's ability to "produce" revenue by getting 
tough with taxpayers. Joseph B. Smith Jr., a former IRS revenue officer, explained that, with its 
power to seize taxpayer property, "the IRS many times is tough and right, but rarely is it fair. It 
has lost its sensitivity to the human condition. They think of taxpayers merely as a series of 
Social Security numbers rather than as real people with dignity and value." 

A Confused Tradition 

Senator Pryor recently admitted that even "Congress doesn't understand the IRS. It's too 
complex, too mysterious," he explained. "The laws change every year or two, the process of 
collecting this nation's taxes is so mammoth, so complex, Congress does not want to look at it. It 
may well take a crisis of collections for the institution of Congress to react." 

While it is certainly no excuse, it appears that confusion and uncertainty have always 
been a key part of the income tax system. Just after the Income Tax Amendment was passed in 
1913 and a national income tax was instituted, Senator Elihu Root (1845-1937) gave some 
advice to a confused friend who was having problems filling out his new 1040 form. Senator 
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Root commented: "I guess you will just have to go to jail. If that is the result of not 
understanding the Income Tax Law, I shall meet you there. We will have a merry, merry time, 
for all our friends will be there too! It will be an intellectual center, for no one understands the 
Income Tax Law." 

Is anyone happy about the present tax chaos? Despite a recent survey conducted by the 
accounting firm of Ernst & Whinhey, which found that only 36 percent of professional tax 
preparers liked the new law, many of their colleagues in the industry appear to be benefitting. 
After all, the confusion over the tax mess has led to an estimated 8 to 20 percent increase in their 
business. Things never seem to change. Just after the income tax was approved in 1913, Leslie's 
Illustrated Weekly predicted that the new law would provide "a rich harvest for lawyers." 

Indeed, nationwide, tax preparation has grown into a huge industry. There are an 
estimated 375,000 CPAs, 50,000 store-front tax preparers, and 26,000 licensed enrolled agents. 
In 1987, of the 98.5 million personal tax returns filed, 46.6 million (47 percent) were completed 
by tax professionals. H&R Block alone processed 10.5 million returns in 1988. 

Austrian economist Dr. Murray N. Rothbard, who admits that he is one of the few 
Americans to put in a good word for the vilified and beleaguered tax preparation industry, writes 
that "denouncing tax lawyers and accountants is like blaming the doctors for the existence of the 
disease .... "Rothbard calls the tax preparation industry our "shield and buckler... against the 
depredations of the tax system." He adds that "our complaint should not be with tax lawyers and 
accountants, but with the system that makes them necessary." 

Dr. Rothbard is correct. We should not blame the legion of tax pros, or even the IRS, for 
the current income tax chaos. Rather, the problem is with the bad system designed by Congress. 
The problem is the system, which is now so convoluted and complex that it has become a 
potential (if not actual) instrument of tyranny. Under the present law, because it is so complex 
and arbitrary, any citizen can be singled out and prosecuted by the Federal Government. No 
matter how hard we try to conform to the code, we are all potentially guilty of some tax 
violation. 

Unfortunately, most Americans do not think of it in this way. Thomas M. Bloch of H&R 
Block recently observed that most "people judge their feeling toward the system based on the 
amount of their refund." Tragically, the Establishment has succeeded in getting most taxpayers to 
focus on their own individual returns -- specifically on their own refunds. Thus, rather than 
looking at the abusive system as a whole -- and demanding reform -- we are fixated on a small 
refund of our own income. The current income tax chaos and IRS madness should be used to 
educate more Americans about the truth of the income tax system. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Exxon Oil Spills 

The oil tanker Exxon Valdez ran aground in the waters of Prince William Sound in 
Alaska on March 24th, dumping more than 200,000 barrels of oil in the largest tanker spill in 
U.S history. Frank Jarossi, president of the Exxon Shipping Company, announced on March 26th 
that an unlicensed third mate was in command when the crash occurred, and that Captain Joseph 
Hazelwood was in his quarters. 

Nine hours after the incident, blood tests were administered to the ship's officers, and 
Hazelwood registered a blood-alcohol level of 0.06, a reading 0.02 higher than the 0.04 level 
allowed for operating a commercial vehicle. On March 30th, after revealing that Hazelwood was 
legally drunk on duty, and had a history of drinking problems, Iarossi announced the Captain's 
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termination. As of April 3rd, Hazelwood remained at large, the focus of a nation-wide manhunt. 
Meanwhile, the cleanup efforts continued on the oil slick, which had spread over 575 
square miles of Prince William Sound. President George Bush concluded on March 30th that 
there was no need for the Federal Government to assume control of the cleanup. The Bush 
Administration felt that, while the spill was indeed "a disaster of enormous potential," the 
decision to federalize the effort "might be counterproductive because of the coordination that is 
ongoing." Alaskan fishermen, state officials, and Coast Guard members worked to clean up the 
oil and save the large marine population in the area, although Exxon acknowledged that it had 
lost the opportunity to contain the spill. "We will continue to try and clean it up," claimed one 
Exxon official. "Even if it takes months." 
Congressional Action 
* The House of Representatives defied a veto threat by President Bush on March 23rd and 
approved (248 to 171) legislation to raise the minimum wage from $3.35 to $4.55 an hour, the 
first increase in eight years. The Senate, expecting a bigger battle, will take up its version of the 
legislation in April. 
¢ House Republicans voted 87 to 85 to elect Representative Newt Gingrich of Georgia as the 
minority whip. Gingrich defeated Edward Madigan of Illinois in a race that began after former 
whip Dick Cheney of Wyoming was named as George Bush's Secretary of Defense. 
¢ On March 29th, the congressional seat once held by Vice President Dan Quayle of Indiana 
was lost by the Republicans for the first time in 12 years as Democrat Jill Long of Fort Wayne 
defeated her Republican opponent by 51 percent to 49 percent. Long assumed the seat left vacant 
when Representative Daniel Coats was appointed to fill Mr. Quayle's Senate office. 
Supreme Court Roundup 
¢ On March 21st, by a vote of 7 to 2, the Supreme Court upheld the drug-testing programs 
begun by the Reagan Administration for the railroad industry and the U.S. Customs Service. The 
Court opinions, written by Justice Anthony Kennedy, gave the Federal Government broad 
discretion to impose drug-testing requirements on both private employees and government 
workers whose duties involve public safety or law enforcement. 
¢ The High Court ruled unanimously on March 29th that the Constitution's protection of 
religious liberty extends to personal religious beliefs in addition to those contained in formal 
religious doctrine. The decision overturned an Illinois appellate court ruling that found a man 
who observed the Sabbath to be ineligible for unemployment benefits because he refused a job 
requiring him to work on Sunday. The Court's opinion, written by Justice Byron White, rejected 
the notion "that to claim the protection of the free-exercise clause, one must be responding to the 
commands of a particular religious doctrine." 
Reagan Will Not Testify 
Judge Gerhard Gesell, presiding over the trial of Oliver North, ruled on March 31st that 
former President Ronald Reagan would not be ordered to testify. According to Gesell, North's 
attorney, Brendan Sullivan, "wholly failed" to show that Reagan's testimony is "essential to 
assure the defendant a fair trial." The basis of North's defense has been that he acted, not out of 
criminal intent, but in response to his superiors’ orders. After reading Mr. Reagan's written 
responses to questions answered under oath before a grand jury, however, Gesell declared 
"nothing them even remotely supports" the claim that the President authorized North to act 
illegally. 
New Contra Plan Signed 
In a radical departure from the policy of the previous Administration, President George 
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Bush joined Congress in announcing a bipartisan agreement, written by Secretary of State James 
Baker, committing the United States to aid for Nicaraguan rebels and support for Central 
American peace efforts. Contrary to Reagan Administration policy, Mr. Bush announced on 
March 24th: "We do not claim the right to order the politics of Nicaragua .... We're seeking the 
same goals as those of the people of Central America: democracy, security and peace." The new 
plan would continue aid to the Contras at the current rate of $4.5 million a month, but the money 
would be subject to congressional review in November. The new agreement would give any of 
four congressional committees veto power to cut off aid if the lawmakers believed that the 
Contras were damaging prospects for peace. According to House Speaker Jim Baker, the plan is 
"a peace program, not a war program." 
New President in E] Salvador 

The major political parties in El Salvador declared on March 20th that Alfredo Cristiani 
of the Nationalist Republican Alliance would succeed Jose Napoleon Duarte as president on June 
Ist. Cristiani, elected by a wide margin over Fidel Chavez Mena of the incumbent Christian 
Democrats, said of the vote: "It's a victory for the Salvadoran people." However, officials 
estimated that less than half of the country's 1.8 million eligible voters were allowed to cast 
ballots. Known as Arena, Cristiani's party has a majority in the National Assembly, and controls 
the Supreme Court and 12 of 14 province capitals. In an effort to pacify the U.S. Government, 
which sends billions of dollars in aid to El Salvador, the president-elect attempted to project a 
moderate image by inviting the defeated party to work with him and pledging talks with the 
Salvadoran rebels. U.S. State Department spokesmen announced the United States was prepared 
to support Cristiani. 


-- ELIZABETH DRUMMEY 


NATION 
Target Criminals, Not Guns 


Without doubt, there are some powerful forces in our nation anxiously working to 
deprive the ordinary citizen of the ability to own a firearm. The outlawing of all private 
ownership of guns is their goal. At best, those who want such legislation believe most Americans 
to be irresponsible dolts who should not be trusted either to use or to safeguard a weapon. At 
worst, these individuals realize that confiscation or control of all weapons eases the way toward a 
totalitarian state. 

A horrifying incident last January in Stockton, California saw a crazed gunman fire his 
semi-automatic AK-47 rifle into a crowded schoolyard. He killed five children and injured 
dozens more before being subdued. Immediate calls for outlawing all semi-automatic rifles have 
been heard in Congress, and in legislative halls from coast to coast. As in the past, those who are 
caught up in this type of campaign are blaming the gun rather than its abuser. 

A Campaign With No Logic 

The killer of the Stockton children, a man named Patrick Purdy, was a known criminal 
who would have been in prison but for "plea bargaining" that allowed him to continue to roam 
the streets. His deadly rampage should have spawned demands to toughen the liberal-dominated 
judicial system. Instead, the mass media have made his gun the target, as if the gun jumped up 
and emptied itself into innocent youngsters. 

Some who are angered by Purdy's carnage believe that outlawing the type of weapon he 
used would end the possibility of such a tragic misuse of a gun. But Purdy was already a criminal 
and he would hardly have been deterred by another law. Outlawing weapons only affects people 
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who are law-abiding: hunters, sportsmen, and those who would defend themselves. There's no 
logic in expecting a gun ban to disarm a criminal. 

"But if there are fewer guns around, the likelihood of a Patrick Purdy getting one is 
reduced," is the next argument. One response is to point out that a total ban will spur the criminal 
element to manufacture its own weapons. But another is to consider the nation of Switzerland, 
where every able-bodied male is required to undergo a period of military service. Upon 
completion of his training, each man is ordered to take his semi-automatic weapon and some 
ammunition to his home. This means that virtually every home has in it the kind of weapon 
Purdy used to kill some children. Yet, Switzerland has one of the lowest crime rates in the world. 
Once again, it ought to be perfectly obvious that guns don't cause crime; criminals do. Further, 
widespread possession of guns -- even semi-automatic weapons -- reduces the likelihood of 
crime. 

Dishonesty and Stupidity 

The flurry of discussion about a supposed need for new anti-gun legislation has also 
included an attack on the Second Amendment. "A well-regulated militia being necessary to the 
security of a free state, the right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed," is its 
complete text. But gun controllers and confiscators argue that "militia" means the national guard, 
and that the amendment has nothing to do with the rights of private citizens. If that were so, 
wouldn't the amendment have addressed "the right of the militia"? And didn't the authors of the 
amendment clearly specify that by "militia" they meant all able-bodied young men? 

Some enemies of gun ownership display their stupidity with some or all of the above 
arguments. But some are downright dishonest. For these, the goal is a disarmed populace that is 
easy to subdue, and a nation that is easy to control. America became free because her people 
were armed. And America will stay free if her people stay armed. Those who fear criminals 
should target law-breakers, not the weapons of law-abiding citizens. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


The National Council of Churches (NCC) -- the very symbol of respectable "mainstream 
[liberal] Protestantism" for nearly 40 years -- has fallen upon hard times. Actually, it is more 
than just a simple case of hard times. The NCC, is currently involved in a life-or-death struggle 
for its very existence. Bureaucratic infighting, declining revenues from member churches, and 
ideological conflicts with the more conservative lay membership have all taken their toll on this 
once venerable flagship organization of liberal Protestant ecumenism. 

Things have gotten so bad that the NCC's Governing Board was forced to form a special 
15-member committee to develop a new organizational plan that would "respond to the current 
realities in the NCC, the member communions and the society." This committee held its first 
meeting on December 21-22, 1988, and plans to submit a report to the Governing Board by May. 

The NCC is currently made up of 32 "mainstream" member denominations including 
Episcopalians, Presbyterians, United Methodists, Lutherans, and American Baptists. Since 1975 
contributions from the 32 member denominations (with 42 million members) have remained 
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relatively constant. However, because of inflation, NCC's real income had declined by 53 percent 
by 1987. 

Kent R. Hill, executive director of the conservative Institute on Religion and Democracy, 
argues that the NCC's decline can be traced to two pivotal factors: "First, and most importantly, 
the politicization of the church (the tendency to replace a spiritual with a political agenda)." This, 
argues Hill, has "damaged the spiritual integrity and witness of the member churches." Second, 
"the political positions taken by the old-line churches often do not represent -- and often even 
offend -- the moderate and conservative majorities in the churches." 

Billy A. Melvin, executive director of the National Association of Evangelicals (a 
conservative alternative to the NCC), agrees with Hill's assessment, observing that the NCC has 
indeed become "more a political organization with a political agenda than a religious 
organization with a spiritual ministry." 

One interesting example of the NCC's strange political views recently appeared in the 
Advent 1988 issue of the Lutheran Forum in an article entitled "A State of the Church Report: 
Ecumenical Paganism?" The author, Rev. Mark E. Chapman, pastor of St. John Lutheran Church 
(ELCA), Lancaster, Pennsylvania, reported: "From June 20 to July 1 [1988], I attended a 
conference in upstate New York called ‘Ecumenical Movement '88." It was "sponsored by the 
World Council of Churches [WCC] and the NCC." The pastor explained that he "attended this 
conference in good faith and with positive anticipation for an intensive two weeks of ecumenical 
theology." Chapman, a liberal ecumenist, was shocked at what he observed at the NCC 
conference. 

"The leaders of this conference," wrote Pastor Chapman, "were not the extremist fringe 
[ultra-left radicals] of conciliar ecumenism." Attendees included "Philip Potter, former WCC 
General Secretary; Arie Brouwer, present NCC General Secretary; James Cone, former member 
of the WCC Faith and Order Commission; etc .... "In other words, stated Chapman, "these are 
not the people on the outside fighting to get in; these are the people running the show." 

"True Religion is "Liberation" 

Chapman noted that, as the conference proceeded, "the rules of their ecumenical game ... 
became clear." "True religion," argued the NCC speakers, is "'liberation,' and the only valid 
belief-system is the ideology of liberationism." Chapman reports that again and again the 
conference speakers hammered home this point; "The real goal of all religion is political and 
economic liberation from the bondage of Western capitalism, imperialism, colonialism, racism, 
sexism, and classism." 

NCC speakers asserted that "all Western theology is inherently oppressive," that it "is 
‘white man's religion’ meant to keep the oppressed in bondage." According to the NCC, all 
classical Western theology must be replaced by "an indigenous 'theology of the people' that ... 
utilizes native and indigenous tribal and folk spiritualities." 

In recent years, words like "liberationism" and "oppression" have become popular buzz 
phrases among radical and liberal theologians. They are part of the vocabulary of "liberation 
theology." Liberation theology is recycled Marxism, sugar-coated with "god-words" to make 
radical notions more palatable to naive and often well-intentioned people. No matter how it is 
packaged, it is still Communism! Chapman concluded that "the ideologues of Liberationism have 
taken over the direction of the WCC and the NCC; and they are leading them into nothing short 
of syncretistic paganism." 

Dr. Richard Mouw, professor of philosophy and ethics at Fuller Theological Seminary, 
points out that the NCC is not only engaged in ultra-leftist politics, but is also heavily involved 
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with "New York feminism," and with "gay/lesbian concerns." Dr. Mouw adds that supporters of 
the NCC tend not to "talk about this [sort of thing] out in the churches." 

In their zeal to "liberate the oppressed," the NCC has apparently fallen for full-blown 
paganism and witchcraft. Pastor Chapman provides a specific example in his Lutheran Forum 
piece. "I knew we were in trouble when our first worship 'celebration' found us outdoors in a 
garden pond offering prayers to the Seven Spirits of the seven directions of the Universe." 

Pastor Chapman reported that the NCC liberationists and feminists were pushing for an 
"outright denial of the [orthodox] Doctrine of the Trinity." They claimed that the "Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit" is merely "an archaic symbol for God" so loaded with classical Western sexism 
and images of oppression that it must be abandoned in favor of "Creator, Redeemer, Sustainer." 
For one conference working group, even this title was too restricting. They proposed the more 
enlightened title of "El Shaddai, Sophia, and Shekinah." They reasoned that "all three are 
feminine if one translates El Shaddai as 'god of the breasts.'" 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


WORLD Red 


China's Harsh Reversal 


Now that U.S. aid has been assured, "reform" will be abandoned 


Now that the United States has become enormously committed to expanding trade and 
credit arrangements with Mainland China, Peking's smiles are fading and the heavy hand of 
totalitarianism has again descended on the suffering Chinese people. 

In recent years, the West has accepted the image of a new China supposedly full of 
economic reform and openness to the non-Communist world. Our own media flooded us with 
reports of relaxed controls, a budding free-market system, and a new class of entrepreneurs. 
"Communism in the world's most populous nation is changing," we were told, "and an era of 
progress toward world peace is at hand." The goal of all the propaganda was easy to see: The 
United States should ignore China's continuing barbarism toward its own people and its 
neighbors, pour resources and technical know-how into this vast prison, and speed up the 
welcome transformation. American officials have giddily danced to this repeatedly played tune. 

Not Everyone Got Hooked 

Those of us who refuse to believe that a few cosmetic changes mean fundamental 
transformation continue to hold a different view. Our counter-message insists: Help of any kind 
should never be supplied to bloody totalitarians; a leopard should not be expected to change its 
spots; and it is incredible naiveté -- or conspiratorial deceit -- to believe that Communism as a 
system can ever be reformed without scrapping the system. 

Late news out of China contains stunning vindication for those who trust neither Peking's 
smiles nor the American media reporting them. On March 20th, Prime Minister Li Peng opened 
China's annual legislative session with a typical Communist reversal stressing the need for an 
end to slight political liberalization and reinstitution of harsh centralized control of the economy. 
One day later, government officials issued an array of central planning edicts and imposed new 
taxes on the private business sector that had begun to flourish only last year. Even small rural 
industries, owned by communes and townships and employing 90 million persons, will be 
affected by the new central planning edicts. 

While the 2,768 members of the National People's Congress sat stony-faced in Peking's 
Great Hall of the People, Li cited record inflation (as high as 36 percent), panic buying, rising 
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crime, declining grain production, and bank runs as reasons for his wave of austerity. His 
listeners remembered that only last year that same congress had called for "democracy" and bold 
moves to free the nation's economy from stultifying controls. 

Communists Don't Change 

The only applause Li received during his 130-minute speech came when he reasserted 
China's intention to remain dominant over Tibet. Calling outside criticism of China's 30-year 
suppression of the ancient kingdom "an outrageous interference in China's internal affairs," he 
even warned the United States not to jeopardize "the existing friendly relations between the two 
countries." 

Meanwhile, columnist William Safire reports the likelihood that China is supplying 
intermediate range missiles and missile-support electronic equipment to Iran, Libya and Syria. 
Not directly, mind you. Shipments of these weapons to what is called "the Terrorist Club" pass 
through the port of Nampo in neighboring Communist North Korea. President Bush asked Li 
Peng about this matter during his visit to Peking in February and was assured that the Chinese 
would "act responsibly" regarding the sales of missiles. 

Over the past several years, Communist China's widely publicized "new face" has led to 
massive U.S. aid, trade, and credits. Now that the old face of Communism has reasserted itself in 
Peking, will U.S. policy change? Don't count on it. Our leaders knew all along that no real 
transformation had taken place. Sadly, the U.S. commitment to help Communism continues. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


Because the Communists don't intend to change 


Is the Cold War over? Listening to a lot of experts would lead one to believe that it is. 
The attitude many are pushing is that Mikhail Gorbachev is a completely different leader of the 
Soviet Union, and that his glasnost and perestroika campaigns signal the beginning of a 
remarkably different, live-and-let-live form of Communism. 

It is true that the Gorbachev personality differs amazingly from those of his overbearing 
and dour predecessors. But the wonder should be that it took so long for the bosses in the 
Kremlin to find or manufacture him, and that the public relations blitz we are enduring has not 
been tried previously. 

What is the Cold War? 

By definition, the Cold War is the non-shooting struggle between Communists and 
anti-Communists. Viewing it from the Communist side, we see that it developed because of their 
never-renounced determination to rule the world. More than just words, Communist intentions 
were borne out with the takeover and subjugation of scores of nations. And their technique for 
carrying out their plan did not include the use of military force; they employed subversion, 
duplicity and occasional murders. What the Communists did was wage a cold-blooded Cold War 
against other nations -- and they're still at it. 

On the anti-Communist side, the Cold War developed as a justifiable response to 
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Communist advances. Its intensity grew as confirmation of Communist brutality reached the 
West. Proof of Communism's plans to subvert the globe, combined with its string of successes 
and its designs on our own country, contributed to fear and loathing that constituted the Cold 
War for most Americans. 

Where Are We Now? 

Today, the West -- and in particular the people of the United States -- are being dazzled 
by a public relations campaign whose success suggests that its origins are more likely to be 
found in New York than in Moscow. Many Americans already believe that fundamental changes 
-- even in the structure of the Communist government -- are taking root in the USSR. That even 
slight changes are merely cosmetic seems never to enter the consciousness of people who want 
peace so badly that their wishes overcome their common sense. 

If there were fundamental changes in the USSR, there would be an end to socialism. Its 
record as a 70-year-long failure is demonstrable. What the Soviet Union needs is complete 
structural change: Scrap socialism for free enterprise; tear down the Iron Curtain; open up the 
gulags and free their occupants; put an end to support of world terrorism; and allow hundreds of 
millions of captives basic rights and freedoms. 

Is this what is happening? Quite the contrary, none of it is even planned. In November 
1987, while speaking at the festivities marking the 70th anniversary of Bolshevism's triumph, 
Gorbachev heaped praise on the concept of socialistic collectivization, lauded Stalin for his 
contributions to the struggle for socialism, and denounced Trotsky for "anti-socialist ideas." The 
harsh reality of socialism is not about to be ended in the Soviet Union. Nor will there be any end 
to the Iron Curtain, gulags, terrorism and suppression of God-given freedoms. 

No Cold War; Communism Wins 

Gorbachev ended his marathon speech with, "We are moving toward a new world, the 
world of Communism. We shall never turn off that road." Opposition to Communism -- call it a 
Cold War if you wish -- is a matter of survival. If that opposition disappears, it will only mean 
that the West and the United States in particular have capitulated. The Communists have no 
intention of changing. What should change is all the help that is given them by the West, 
Communism's target. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


Soviet Election Results 

Despite all the media hoopla about the freest elections in the Soviet Union since 1917, the 
March 27th balloting for the new Congress of People's Deputies did nothing to loosen the 
Communist stranglehold on the people of the USSR. About 20 percent of the Communist 
Party-backed candidates lost, including the party chiefs in six major cities, but their successful 
opponents were also loyal Communists. Voters crossed out the names of some unopposed 
officials, denying them the majority needed for victory but not taking their jobs away from them. 
The impact of the election was further diluted by a provision reserving for party supporters 750 
of the 2,250 places in the new Congress. Thus, at least 90 percent of the seats in the Congress 
will be held by party loyalists. 
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Doubts About Glasnost 
"Has the Soviet Union really changed?" asks the headline in the April 3rd ULS. News & 
World Report. No, replies William E. Odom, director of national-security studies at the Hudson 
Institute: "First, the Soviet economy is based on state ownership of property and capital, and 
almost all economic activity is still directed by a central planning system and nearly 100 
ministries and state committees .... Second, a vast censorship system controls the flow of 
information and determines its content. Free exchanges of economic information, so vital to 
Western economies in advertising, bargaining, management, buying and selling, are virtually 
non-existent .... Third, the first two features are held together by a single political party standing 
above the law and using it largely as an instrument of control over society." 
Life in the Soviet Gulag 
Irina Ratushinskaya was sentenced to a Soviet labor camp in 1983 for "anti-Soviet 
slander." She had defended Andrei Sakharov and criticized "the exemplary Motherland, who 
executes the best of her children." Released in 1986, Irina has written a book (Grey Is the Color 
of Hope, Knopf, $18.95 hardback) describing her four years in the Gulag. Recounting the ordeal 
shared with nine other women, she tells of spending 120 days and nights in isolator cells called 
SHIZO, where prisoners shivered in 45-degree temperatures with no shoes, socks, or blankets 
and were served warm food every other day. 
21 Killed in Yugoslavia 
At least 21 persons were killed the last week of March when police clashed with 
demonstrators in the Kosovo region of Communist Yugoslavia. Most of the victims were ethnic 
Albanians protesting constitutional changes that will give the Republic of Serbia control over 
Kosovo's police, courts, civil defense, and official appointments. There are 1.7 million ethnic 
Albanians in Kosovo Province, which borders Albania, and they outnumber the Serbs by eight to 
one. 
No Ties with Cuba Now 
Secretary of State James Baker has distributed a memo to all U.S. diplomatic posts 
stating that the Bush Administration is not contemplating improved relations with Communist 
Cuba at this time "because Cuban behavior has not changed sufficiently to warrant a change in 
U.S. attitudes." Better relations with Cuba are not possible, the memo said, as long as "Cuba 
provides the USSR major political, strategic, and intelligence benefits that it otherwise would not 
have. Cuba continues to engage in military adventurism abroad and to support subversive 
movements in the Western Hemisphere to the detriment of peace, stability, and democratic 
processes. Further, the Cuban government persists in its internal repression and violation of the 
basic human rights of its citizens." 
Party Control of Red China 
Red China's top two Communist bosses have made clear that socialist economics and 
Communist Party ideology will continue to rule the mainland of China. In his annual report on 
March 20th, Prime Minister Li Peng said: "We shall never return to the old economic mode 
characterized by overcentralized, excessive, and rigid control. Nor shall we adopt private 
ownership, negating the socialist system." He called for more central planning and warned the 
people to be "mentally prepared for a few years of austerity." In a speech published two days 
before Li's report, Communist Party chief Zhao Ziyang said that while "at present no one is 
satisfied with our backward condition ... in my view we don't need a new prescription. The 
leadership of the Communist Party is in the interests of the entire nation. China cannot adopt the 
Western multiparty system." 
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Ignoring Human Rights Abuses 
In his syndicated column that appeared in the April 1st Human Events, William Rusher 
criticized U.S. and UN officials for denouncing anti-Communist leaders for human-rights abuses 
while ignoring "egregious human-rights violations by the Chinese Communists." The Red 
regime in Peking "leads a positively charmed life in this regard," said Rusher. "Its prisons bulge 
with political prisoners, including Roman Catholic bishops jailed soon after the Communists 
seized power 40 years ago. The death penalty is liberally imposed. For all of Peking's recent 
enthusiasm for market economics, open dissent can be downright dangerous. Yet, the world, 
from the United Nations to the major Western nations, including the United States, tippy-toes 
around these disagreeable facts." He said that "the Chinese Communists get away with murder 
(literally) for the same reason we recognized them diplomatically in the first place, and it has 
nothing to do with right or wrong. We want these grinning thugs on our side in the Cold War, 
that's all, and we will push a peanut with our nose right through the Forbidden City, if necessary, 
to keep them there." 
Genocide in Tibet 
Chinese Communist "birth-control" teams are keeping the population down in Tibet by 

forcibly aborting pregnant women, sterilizing women of child-bearing age, and killing infants 
who manage to be born. "Three women whom I interviewed," said Dr. Blake Kerr, a 
human-rights activist, "described how a relative or acquaintance of theirs had delivered a normal 
baby, only to have the nurse kill it with a lethal injection in the soft spot on the forehead." 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


The Regulatory State 
Warren L. McFerran is a contributing editor to THE NEW AMERICAN and a staff member 
of The John Birch Society. 


About 15 years ago, the editors of Industry Week asked the Office of Management and Budget 
how many federal regulatory agencies were then in operation, only to discover that there were so 
many that no one in Washington knew their number. But there are at least 13 million federal 
bureaucrats and snoopers charged with the task of regulating the activities of the American 
people. And that figure does not include the vast array of federal advisors -- nearly 2,000 
consulting advisory commissions, nearly 2,000 additional "outside" advisory bodies, and about 
1,500 "inter-agency" committees that advise the bureaucracy.’* Even more alarming than 
the sheer numbers that indicate the size of Big Government is the type of 
people who serve as advisers to the bureaucracy. Michael Harrington, for 
instance, has served as Chairman of the Board of the League for Industrial 
Democracy and has been a member of the Socialist Party since 1935. Yet, 
according to his publisher, Penguin Books, this Socialist has served as "an 
advisor to the government on problems of poverty and unemployment." 

* 

One key indicator in assessing the size, scope, and power of the federal bureaucracy is 
the daily Federal Register, in which the bureaucrats publish each new executive decree. In just 
two decades, the size of the Federal Register increased nearly eightfold -- from 9,562 pages in 
1960 to 74,120 pages in 1980. 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- www.thenewamerican.com 


The sheer number of rules and regulations imposed on the American people by the 
federal bureaucracy would stagger the imagination, if anyone really knew what that number was. 
A few years ago, a three-volume research report was issued by Colorado State University that 
covered only the regulations controlling the production of a single hamburger, from the 
cattle-grazing stage to the final sale of the sandwich at a fast-food outlet. The report revealed an 
astonishing 41,000 regulations, including those that dictated the color of the mayonnaise, the 
viscosity of the ketchup, the crispness of the lettuce, the ripeness of the tomato, and the thickness 
of the pickle. Another survey uncovered the remarkable fact that at the Interstate Commerce 
Commission (ICC) alone there are more than one trillion rates regulating the transportation of 
goods -- more than 20,000 for each family in America! 

Verified reports of bureaucratic abuse of power, nonsensical rules, and harassment of 
citizens are legion. Economist Murray L. Weidenbaum has documented a number of such cases. 
They include an edict by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requiring 
trucks on a construction-site to have alarms that sound when they are backing up. OSHA 
promptly followed this with another edict requiring workers at that same site to wear earplugs to 
protect them from excessive noise. 

Professor Weidenbaum's report also cited the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) 
1973 edict requiring the installation of catalytic converters in new cars to cut air pollution. After 
millions in added costs had been borne by consumers, the EPA discovered that the converters 
emitted sulfuric acid fumes that cause lung damage. 

The Heavy Price of Regulation 

Americans are discovering that they must pay a heavy price for the supposed benefits of 
our modern leviathan state. The Office of Management and Budget estimates that the American 
people spend some 800 million hours to fill out nearly 600 million federal forms every year. In 
1979, Stanford's Hoover Institution issued a report stating that, for every $1 the Federal 
Government spends on regulatory activities, American businesses are forced to spend $20. In the 
report, Professor Murray Weidenbaum estimated that the total annual costs to business for 
federal regulation is $120 billion. Since government-imposed costs on American businesses are 
simply passed on to consumers, Weidenbaum termed federal regulations a "hidden tax" 
amounting to $500 every year for each American. 

When President Gerald Ford's Council on Wage and Price Stability investigated the cause 
of rising food prices, it discovered that culpability rested squarely with government itself. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission alone was cited as costing Americans anywhere from $4 
billion to $10 billion per year in higher food prices. Council director Albert Rees summarized the 
findings succinctly: "The thing consumers need protection from more than anything else is 
government itself." 

There is another, even heavier price the American people are forced to pay for 
government regulation, for the benevolent welfare state is exhibiting all the signs of becoming a 
vicious police state. In the political science textbook, Government by the People, Professors 
James MacGregor Burns, J. W. Peltason, and Thomas E. Cronin explain the basic principles on 
which government regulation is founded: 

Government regulation means setting restraints on persons and groups, directly 

compelling them to take, or not to take certain actions. Government regulation is 

closely related to government promotion, which means encouraging, 

strengthening, or safeguarding the interests of particular individuals or groups. 

Regulation generally involves the government's use of its police power, and 
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promotion usually involves the government's use of its economic power .... Often, 

either regulation or promotion, or a combination, can be used to carry out public 

policy. [Emphasis added] 

Our modern welfare state and our modern regulatory state, in other words, are merely two 
sides of the same coin, and they constitute integral parts of a general "carrot-and-stick" strategy 
of domination and control. Needless to say, whatever Big Government subsidizes, it controls, 
regardless of whether the recipient of such subsidization is a business, a corporation, a school, a 
state or local government, or an individual citizen. But to impose total control over the American 
people, the government must resort to its police powers by applying the "stick" of regulation. 


Federal regulatory agencies, although frequently thought of as comprising our fourth branch of 
government, actually function as an entirely separate and independent government, complete 
with legislative, executive, and judicial powers. Although neither elected by nor responsible to 
the people, our bureaucratic regulators make rules by decree that have the force of law; they are 
empowered to enforce their own rules and act as the accusers against violators; and they function 
as judge and jury in cases involving their own rules. 

The very nature of America's fourth branch of government merely confirms what James 
Madison noted in the 47th essay of The Federalist Papers: 

The accumulation of all powers, legislative, executive, and judiciary, in the same hands, 

whether of one, a few, or many, and whether hereditary, self-appointed, or 

elective, may justly be pronounced the very definition of tyranny. 

The Founders of the United States accordingly created a system of constitutional 
government that would -- in the words of the Sage of Monticello -- constitute "a very simple 
organization, and a very unexpensive one; a few plain duties to be performed by a few servants." 
They also enshrined the principle of /aissez-faire in the Constitution by incorporating the 
Interstate Commerce Clause as a part of Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. The Interstate Commerce 
Clause was deliberately designed to prevent the states from establishing obstacles to free 


enterprise."* At the time the Constitution was adopted, James Madison 
explained that the Interstate Commerce Clause was not designed "to be used 


for ... positive purposes," but was intended to serve as "a negative and preventive 
prohibition against injustice among the States themselves." But in 1889, the United 
States Supreme Court began the process of perverting the true meaning of this clause, 
claiming that the intent of the Constitution's framers is irrelevant. 
*K 

Following the War Between the States, from which the Federal Government emerged 
triumphant, a swift and remarkable transformation occurred in our political system. The change 
was signaled by the emergence of a new ethos that viewed government as primarily responsible 
for the well-being of individuals and for solving the real and imagined problems of society. The 
new way of thinking was rooted in a suicidal theory that the American people have more to fear 
from Big Business than from Big Government. The driving force of the new ethos was the 
fallacious notion that free enterprise is inherently defective, that it breeds monopolies, and that 
its evils can be corrected by government intervention designed to ensure economic liberty and 
justice for all. 

Commenting on this new ethos, Professors Stephens and Scheb note in their book, 
American Constitutional Law: 

Whereas the classical liberals of the Enlightenment -- political philosophers such as 
John Locke and Thomas Jefferson -- espoused minimal government as consistent 
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with the ideal of individual freedom, liberals of the late nineteenth and early 

twentieth centuries sought to justify a broader role for government .... According 

to the Keynesian perspective dominant during the New Deal era, the survival of 

capitalism depended on successful government management. In the decades 

following the New Deal, the American intellectual community embraced the 

concept of proactive government -- that is, government committed to "progress" 

by way of regulation, redistribution, and planning. [Emphasis in original] 

What began as a new ethos in the late nineteenth century has since become accepted 
dogma -- taught to several generations of Americans from kindergarten to the post-graduate level 
in our government-regulated public school systems. Most students lack either ability or sufficient 
curiosity to conduct their own investigations in history, economics, and political science. They 
simply believe what they are taught. 

In 1979, the Forum on Regulation, an independent Washington-based organization, 
conducted a massive poll of some 2.2 million Americans in cooperation with the Congressional 
Research Service of the Library of Congress. The poll revealed that 95 percent of Americans 
label federal regulations "complicated and confusing"; that 94 percent believe federal regulations 
make products "cost more"; and that 81 percent think such regulations are unfair. Yet, another 
poll conducted in the same year by Representative James H. Scheuer of New York and the 
Action Line Reporters Association revealed that -- no matter how confusing, costly, and unfair 
federal regulations may be -- two-thirds of the American people still believe that such regulations 
are necessary to protect them from the business community. 


Since the inception of the new ethos in the late nineteenth century, at least five slick 
explanations have been offered that supposedly justify the necessity of our modern regulatory 
state. All are based on false conceptions, distorted facts, twisted logic, and simple mythology. 

Myth #1: Free enterprise breeds monopolies that are harmful to the public. 
Government regulation is necessary to ensure a competitive atmosphere and protect the 
interests of consumers. 

Congressional Quarterly's Federal Regulatory Directory explains the rationale behind 
this ill-founded justification: 

The most common economic justification for regulation is the existence of a "natural 
monopoly," a type of market failure where economies of scale in an industry are 

so great that the largest firm has the lowest costs and therefore is able to drive its 

competitors out of the market. 

The primary attribute of such a natural monopoly is that one firm can 

supply the entire market with a good or service more cheaply and efficiently than 

several smaller firms. 

Such a concept, which asserts that regulation is necessary to protect consumers from low 
prices and efficient marketing techniques, is based on the erroneous idea that there is something 
inherently evil with the practice of American businesses competing to offer their customers the 
highest possible quality of goods and services at the lowest possible prices. 

An excellent illustration of this type of logic put into practice is the regulation of 
commercial trucking by the Interstate Commerce Commission. In a March 3, 1979 editorial, The 
Houston Post made the following observations on the ICC's regulations: 

In 1935, after Congress put the ICC in charge of commercial trucking, the commission 

issued 90,000 certificates to operators and then made it hard for newcomers to get 

one. It later explained: "Carriers needed to be protected from excessive 
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competition if they were to raise the capital, make the investments and develop 

operating patterns necessary ... to meet the public need for service." The result has 

been an intricate web of rules and regulations that decides what product hauled 

comes under what category and which route a truck may take. Truckers cannot 

take the shortest distance between two points if the ICC considers that too 

competitive for truckers already using the route. They must make the return trip 

empty if the ICC so rules. 

In fact, there is no such thing as a "natural monopoly." Only governments can create and 
sustain monopolies through such practices as offering protection from competition, granting 
subsidies, providing land grants, making generous loans, and bestowing special privileges. For 
example, the privilege of "limited liability" enjoyed by corporations is derived from government. 
Before governments began bestowing such a power on private groups, the privilege of corporate 
status was reserved exclusively as an attribute of governments and sovereign states. Much of the 
power wielded by Big Business in corporate America, therefore, is not derived from natural free 
enterprise forces. Only governments can grant charters of incorporation. 

Myth #2: Government regulation is necessary to correct market failures and 
economic crises caused by free enterprise. 

Free enterprise does not cause market failures and economic crises. Only government 
regulation can cause market failures and economic crises. This has been true from the time the 
government-chartered national banking system -- created by Congress to "regulate" our currency 
-- caused an economic crisis in 1814, to the Crash of 1929 and the Great Depression that were 
brought on by the inflationary practices of the government-created regulatory agency known as 
the Federal Reserve System, to the fuel shortage crises of 1974 and 1979 that resulted from 
government overregulation of the energy industry. 

The Houston Chronicle noted in an August 10, 1979 editorial: 

President Carter ordered the Department of Energy to find out who was to blame for 
those long lines at the gasoline pumps. 
The Department of Energy has now reported on who the culprit really is. 
The Department of Energy admits that the culprit, to a large degree, was 
the Department of Energy. 
The DOE says price controls and the related allocation program 

contributed to the shortages: "A historical demand base period inherently cannot 

reflect the most recent changes in demand for gasoline. Any allocation system is 

likely to be ineffective in responding quickly to continuing changes in demand," 

the DOE said.... 

Looking back to the Arab oil embargo of 1973-74, recall how there were 

claims that there were tankers being held offshore in some sort of conspiracy and 

then later investigation found no such ships and concluded that one big cause of 

the gasoline shortage then was government regulations. The new investigation has 

come up with the same conclusion, five years later. 

Those who advocate federal price controls and gasoline rationing as the 

solution to our energy problems should rethink their positions in light of this 

finding. Federal regulation -- once again -- has proven to be the problem, not the 

solution. 

Myth #3: Government regulation is necessary to ensure a planned economy that will 
meet the needs of growing and changing communities. 
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The fallacy of this age-old absurdity was amply revealed by the brilliant French 
economist Frederic Bastiat in his 1850 pamphlet entitled The Law: 

The claims of these organizers of humanity raise another question which I have often 

asked them and which, so far as I know, they have never answered: If the natural 

tendencies of mankind are so bad that it is not safe to permit people to be free, 

how is it that the tendencies of these organizers are always good? Do not the 

legislators and their appointed agents also belong to the human race? Or do they 

believe that they themselves are made of finer clay than the rest of mankind? The 

organizers maintain that society, when left undirected, rushes headlong to its 

inevitable destruction because the instincts of the people are so perverse. The 

legislators claim to stop the suicidal course and to give it a saner direction. 

Apparently, then, the legislators and the organizers have received from Heaven an 

intelligence and virtue that place them beyond and above mankind; if so, let them 

show their titles to this superiority. 

Since our legislators and regulators are obviously no more infallible than the rest of us 
mere mortals, it makes much more sense to let each individual (and each business) do his own 
planning, rather than have one Big Government plan for everyone. The effects of honest 
mistakes would then be confined to one man or one business, and the rest of society would be 
spared. Centralized planning for society by government invariably results in shortages and 
uncontrollable waste, extravagance, and corruption -- not to mention the loss of individual 
liberty. 

Myth #4: Government regulation is compatible with capitalism and is not socialism. 

Government regulation may be compatible with capitalism, but not with free enterprise. 
Capital, when properly defined, is simply the tools or means of production. Even Communists 
are capitalists (and some capitalists are Communists). The Soviet Union, for example, has all the 
various types of capital that we have in the United States -- banks, money, credit, factories, 
chemical plants, farm lands, trucks, and organizations for trade and commerce. All economic 
systems are based on capital. The only differences revolve around the simple question of 
ownership and control of capital. 

The essence of socialism is summarized in the Marxist call for "socializing the means of 
production," or, in other words, socializing capital. One very obvious way to socialize capital, 
and the one best understood by most Americans, is government expropriation of private 
property, the transfer to government of the direct title of ownership of all capital. In such a case, 
the government would obviously control what it owns. 

Another, more subtle, method of socialization is government control of privately owned 


capital. The real issue, therefore, is control, not ownership.""* A practical illustration 
showing that even left-wing leaders understand that there is no real difference 
between government control and outright government ownership of capital 
was offered by AFL-CIO leader Lane Kirkland when he threatened in 1979 to 
lead a crusade to have the oil industry nationalized. "We don't like 
nationalization for its own sake. We're not made advocates of nationalization 
per se," he stated. But he said the AFL-CIO was "prepared to advocate that if 


it becomes very, very clear that we can't expect these corporations to perform in 
the public interest." 
* Free enterprise capitalism is based on private control of capital; Marxist capitalism is based 
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on government control of capital. Our regulatory state is based on the latter. 

Myth #5: Government regulation is necessary to protect us from certain greedy, 
powerful, super-rich capitalists. 

There are indeed some greedy, powerful, super-rich capitalists in the United States bent 
on plundering and enslaving the rest of us. But our socialistic regulatory state is not protecting us 
from them. On the contrary, it is they who created the regulatory state precisely for the purpose 
of plundering and enslaving America. 

Many of the "old rich" in America did not earn their great wealth through entirely honest 
means or through the free enterprise system. Much of their wealth and power was derived from a 
partnership formed with the Federal Government (to receive subsidies, land grants, favorable 
legislation, and other special favors), or from doing business directly with the government 
(through bank loans and other financial arrangements). Even before the dawn of the twentieth 
century, this relatively small and elite group of the wealthy and powerful had discovered that 
doing business with the government could be far more lucrative than solely doing business with 
the American people in accordance with the principles of a competitive free enterprise system. 
John D. Rockefeller -- founding father of the Rockefeller dynasty -- may have best summarized 
the prevailing view of this powerful interest group when he asserted: "Competition is a sin." 

This group of extremely powerful and influential men, and their leftist allies, are -- and 
have always been -- the primary force behind the drive to annihilate /aissez-faire in the United 
States. And many of them have been unable to conceal their utter detestation of our traditional 
free enterprise system. 

Consider the following statements: "I believe that the government has a vital role to play 
in regulating the economy ... I reject the outworn dogmas of /aissez-faire ... the doctrine of 
unbridled /aissez-faire is no longer applicable to twentieth-century America and the world." 
These comments were not made by an avowed Communist, such as Gus Hall, or by an avowed 
Socialist, such as Eugene V. Debs, although both men would have heartily endorsed them. They 
were made by Bernard M. Baruch -- an international banker intimately associated with the 
American Establishment. 

In his book, Baruch: The Public Years, Bernard Baruch boasted of the great 
accomplishment he and his super-rich associates had achieved through the auspices of the War 
Industries Board during World War I: "We helped inter the extreme dogmas of /aissez-faire, 
which had for so long molded American economic and political thought." 

In his brilliant book, None Dare Call It Conspiracy, Gary Allen explained why these 
powerful elitists constitute the backbone of the socialist conspiracy: 

If one understands that socialism is not a share-the-wealth program, but is in reality a 

method to consolidate and control the wealth, then the seeming paradox of 

super-rich men promoting socialism becomes no paradox at all. Instead it 

becomes the logical, even the perfect tool of power-seeking megalo-maniacs. 

Communism, or more accurately, socialism, is not a movement of the 

downtrodden masses, but of the economic elite. [Emphasis in original] 

It would be a disservice to the millions of honest American businessmen to term these 
power-seeking elitists "businessmen," even though many of them can be found inside our larger 
corporations. They are political conspirators. Their goal is to have the Federal Government 
capture control of all capital in the United States; they, in turn, would -- and currently do -- 
control the Federal Government. 


It is no longer a secret that the economic elite controls our modern regulatory state. Not even 
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our "intellectually honest" socialists will deny that fact. Professor G. William Domhoff of the 
University of California, whose articles have appeared in such journals as Socialist Revolution, 
admits as much in his book, The Powers That Be: 

It is a commonplace that regulatory agencies are often controlled by the businesses they 

are supposed to regulate. Just about every study acknowledges or demonstrates 

that point. Nor are the mechanisms of this dominance unfamiliar. Many of the 

agency leaders come directly from the regulated industry. Conversely, longtime 

agency employees often leave to work for a law firm which represents clients 

before the agency, or for businesses supposedly being regulated by it. 

The regulatory state was "captured" by the vested interests from the very beginning. The 
case histories of the forces behind the Interstate Commerce Act of 1887 and the Sherman 
Antitrust Act of 1890 -- the first two regulatory acts passed by Congress -- reveal the truth. At 
least three generations of American school children have been taught in our government-run 
schools that the Interstate Commerce Commission -- the grandfather of all our regulatory 
agencies -- was created in response to a great public demand for government protection against 
railroad "monopolies," and that it was established over the strong protests of the vested interests. 
But distinguished author Dan Smoot has exploded this myth in his powerfully written book, The 
Business End of Government: 

The railroads tried to form private cartel agreements among themselves to prevent 

rate-cutting and other bothersome competitive practices. But always there was 

some maverick who thought he could improve his lot by breaking out of the cartel 

and getting a larger share of the market by reducing rates and providing the public 

with superior service. 

Unable to maintain their government-granted monopoly [that had been 
temporarily bestowed through lucrative land grants], the powerful railroad 

interests turned to government to do the regulating and price-fixing which they 

were unable to do themselves. In fact, the pressure that induced Congress to enact 

the Interstate Commerce Act of 1887 did not come from reformers bemoaning 

abuses by the powerful railroad interests; it came from the railroad interests 

themselves, asking Congress to shield them against the harsh winds of 

competition. 

Far more significant than the passage of the Interstate Commerce Act was the passage by 
Congress of the Sherman Antitrust Act three years later. The latter established a general 
precedent for all government regulation. Its author, Senator John Sherman of Ohio, was one of 
the principal organizers of the Republican Party in 1854, and was elected to the U.S. House of 
Representatives in 1855. In 1861, he moved up to the Senate and quickly became one of the 
leaders of that body, working closely with such radical republicans as the notorious Thaddeus 
Stevens. Following the Federal Government's victory in the War Between the States, Sherman 
was among the foremost advocates of a punitive federal policy toward the conquered southern 
States. 

"We should not only brand the leading rebels with infamy," he declared, "but the whole 
rebellion should wear the badge of the penitentiary, so that for this generation at least, no man 
who has taken part in it would dare to justify ... it." One of his significant contributions to 
Radical Reconstruction was to help engineer the fraudulent adoption of the Fourteenth 
Amendment. Sherman also played a role in the movement that sought to impeach President 
Andrew Johnson, simply because Johnson insisted on maintaining a semblance of constitutional 
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government. 

In The Tragic Era, historian Claude G. Bowers identified John Sherman as one of the 
chief conspirators who engineered the fraudulent election of Presidential candidate Rutherford 
Hayes in 1876, by arranging the theft of key electoral votes for Tilden. In reward for his services, 
Hayes appointed Sherman to the post of Secretary of the Treasury. After serving four years in 
that role, Sherman returned to the Senate in 1881, where he remained until 1897. By the time he 
left the Senate to assume the position of Secretary of State in the McKinley Administration, 
Sherman was widely acclaimed by his own party as "Mr. Republican." 

Throughout his entire political career, John Sherman was a tool of Wall Street, serving as 
the principal representative of the international bankers in Congress. In Our Crowd, Stephen 
Birmingham explains how Sherman -- as Hayes' Secretary of the Treasury -- allowed the 
powerful New York bankers to write their own terms for handling the war debt. Historian 
Clarence B. Carson notes that Sherman "was involved with the formulation of most of the 
monetary laws of the government from the Civil War to the time of his retirement from the 
Senate: the National Banking Act, the resumption of specie payment, the administration of the 
Bland-Allison Act during the early years, and the Sherman Silver Purchase Act." 

According to Professor Paul W. Glad, in his book, McKinley, Bryan, and the People, one 
of Sherman's key supporters was the Ohio financier Mark Hanna, the same man who almost 
single-handedly made William McKinley President of the United States. Professor Glad also 
relates that it was Sherman's main task in the 1896 Presidential campaign to explain McKinley's 
true economic views to the Money Power. And Professors Thomas A. Bailey and David M. 
Kennedy of Stanford University, in their book, The American Pageant, reveal the shifty 
maneuverings that occurred after McKinley's election: 

Senator John Sherman of Ohio, now seventy-four years old and suffering from a serious 
loss of memory, was "kicked upstairs" into the post of Secretary of State. Hanna 

coveted his Senate seat, and Sherman was induced to resign so that the Governor 

of Ohio could reward McKinley's benefactor with the vacated place. 

This was the man who wrote the first generalized federal regulatory law in the United 
States -- the law which has served as the model and precedent for all others that have been 
subsequently passed. It is highly significant that the Sherman Antitrust Act of 1890 bears the 
name of John Sherman. 

Other Regulatory Myths 

Much of the widely accepted historical accounts of the development of our modern 
regulatory state are nothing more than myths designed to conceal the truth. One such myth is that 
President Theodore Roosevelt was a "trustbuster." Yet, according to Professors Bailey and 
Kennedy: 

Much mythology has inflated Roosevelt's reputation as a trustbuster .... 

In truth, Roosevelt never swung his trust-crashing stick with maximum 

force. In many ways, the huge industrial behemoths were healthier ... at the end of 

Roosevelt's reign than they had been before. His successor, William Howard Taft, 

actually "busted" more trusts than TR did. In one celebrated instance in 1907, 

Roosevelt even gave his personal blessing to J.P. Morgan's plan to have U.S. Steel 

absorb the Tennessee Coal and Iron Company, without fear of anti-trust reprisals. 

When Taft then launched a suit against U.S. Steel in 1911, the political reaction 

from TR was explosive. 

Another myth holds that Woodrow Wilson was a great "trustbuster" in the Teddy 
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Roosevelt fashion. But that myth is shattered by his appointment of Wall Street financier 
Bernard Baruch to head the War Industries Board and act as the "general" of the American 
economy during the First World War. As we have already observed, Baruch admitted that it was 
during his reign over the American economy that the vested interests discovered that federal 
regulation can be a wonderfully enriching experience -- so enriching, in fact, that they agreed to 
bury forever the concept of laissez-faire. 

Yet another myth surrounding the evolution of our regulatory state is the one claiming 
that the New Deal was designed to combat the vested interests. The premier piece of legislation 
that supposedly signaled this great battle was the National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA), 
passed by Congress in June 1933. Franklin D. Roosevelt hailed it "as the most important and 
far-reaching legislation ever enacted by the American Congress." Labor leader John L. Lewis 
declared: "We are convinced that there has been no legal instrument comparable with it since 
President Lincoln's Emancipation Proclamation." 

In The United States, Richard Hofstadter, William Miller, and Daniel Aaron reveal the 
truth about the NIRA: 

The N.I.R.A .... was the outcome ... of plans for industrial reorganization put forward by 

such businessmen as Bernard Baruch and Gerald Swope, President of General 

Electric, and by leaders of the United States Chamber of Commerce. Their aim 

was not so much to expand the economy as to ration the nation's business among 

the surviving corporations consistently with Roosevelt's goal of stabilization "for 

all time ...." 

Under the provisions of the N.I.R.A., the anti-trust laws were in effect 
suspended and trade associations and other business groups were permitted to 

draw up "codes of fair competition" which would include sweeping price 

agreements, firm production quotas, and wage scales sufficient significantly to 

improve the condition of the poorest-paid workers. Each type of business was 

given the power to draw up its own code. The government reserved the right to 

accept or reject the codes, to set up its own when companies in any industry failed 

to agree, and to enforce them. Section 7(a) of the N.I.R.A. guaranteed labor the 

right of collective bargaining. A National Recovery Administration (N.R.A.) was 

formed to administer the codes under the chairmanship of the ebullient and 

profane General Hugh Johnson, a protégé of Bernard Baruch, who had worked 

under Baruch on the War Industries Board. 

When someone asked General Johnson of the NRA what would happen to any 
independent-minded businessmen who dared to disobey any of the draconian rules established by 
the economic elite, Bernard Baruch's protégé simply replied: "They'll get a sock on the nose." It 
was Clear that the Federal Government would have to use its oppressive police powers to enforce 
the regulation. The authors of The United States point out: "Small firms ... complained that the 
codes, drawn up by the larger firms in each industry, discriminated against the little fellows." 

The NIRA and the NRA, of course, were abolished when the Supreme Court correctly 
ruled in the 1935 case of Schechter Poultry Corporation v. United States that they were 
unconstitutional. But the principles on which they were based survived in the form of other New 
Deal measures, and the problem of a constitutional-minded Supreme Court was solved when 
FDR intimidated it into submission. 


Understanding who really controls the regulatory state is not nearly as important as 
understanding what they are doing to America. They are converting the United States into a 
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dictatorial, socialistic police state, and they have already made much headway. Dan Smoot 
soberly points out: 

Actually, there is evolving in the United States the same kind of jurisprudence that exists 

in the Communist-controlled countries, especially during the period when 

Communists are solidifying their control. At that stage in particular, Communist 

governments are relatively tolerant with individuals who commit crimes of 

violence and moral depravity; but they brutally punish economic and political 

offenses. It is not common criminals who are sent to slave camps in Siberia, but 

persons accused of disobeying the economic and political commands of the 

Communist State. 

Similarly, in the United States, as government controls fashion our 

economy into the likeness of Communism, businessmen who violate the 

economic commands of regulatory agencies are considered more dangerous than 

criminals. 

We do not need to wait until the government tells us when to get up and when to go to 
bed, what to eat and what temperature to set our thermostats on, or when it is time to have 
children and when it is time to die, before coming to the conclusion that our most basic liberties 
are in grave danger. 


BULLETIN BOARD 


Noteworthy events. (Listing does not necessarily constitute an endorsement.) 

United Republican Fund will host a banquet to honor the 25th anniversary of former Senator 
Barry Goldwater's presidential nomination as well as his 80th birthday. The banquet will be 
co-chaired by F. Clifton White, one of the founders of the Draft Goldwater Committee, and 
Phyllis Schlafly, well-known author and activist. May 4th, Hyatt Regency Downtown, Chicago 
IL. 

Information: Michael Ross, United Republican Fund, 320 N. Michigan, Chicago IL 60601 = 
312-558-9080. 

The Rockford Institute. Conference: Retreat From Marriage, May 11-12, Rockford IL, 
sponsored by the Institute's Center on the Family in America. This research and publications 
organization interprets the principles of a free society for modern America. 

Information: The Rockford Institute, 934 North Main Street, Rockford IL 61103 2 
815-964-5053. 

National Maritime Day. Celebrated May 22-23, Washington, DC. Information: Elizabeth 
Fischer Jones, Washington Reports, 401 M Street, SW, Washington DC 20024 5 202-488-7229. 

Notice: May 4, 1989 has been designated the National Day of Prayer. The task force promoting 
this Day of Prayer encourages Americans to observe this day in appropriate ways, in accordance 
with the purpose -- to make citizens aware of their right to pray for our nation, its leaders and its 
citizens. 

Notice: Thirty-second Annual Memorial Services for Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, May 7th, 
Appleton WI. Program: 1:30 PM Memorial Service, St. Mary's Cemetery; 2:30 PM McCarthy 
Hearings of the 1950s (video and audio cassette); 3:30 PM Dr. Morton Downey Jr. "McCarthy 
Was Right." The last two activities will take place at Paper Valley Hotel, 333 West College 
Avenue, Appleton WI 54913. 

Information: Thomas Bergen, Senator Joseph R. McCarthy Educational Foundation, Inc., 212 
West Wisconsin Avenue, Milwaukee WI 53203 3 414-276-0575. 
Notice: National Conference of State Legislatures State-Federal Assembly, May 10-12, 
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Mayflower Hotel, Washington DC. Information: Call & 202-488-7229. 

Notice: Capital District Chapters of The John Birch Society conduct a seminar. May 15th, 7:30 
PM, Americana Inn, Route 60, Albany-Shaker Road, Albany NY. Honorable David Funderburk, 
former U.S. Ambassador to Romania, will speak on "U.S. State Department Collaboration with 
the USSR." 

Information: American Opinion Education Committee, PO Box 134, Schenectady NY or call 
Ed or Diane Clemens & 518-399-7222. 

Notice: POW/MIA window hanger for your car. Free to readers of THE NEW AMERICAN. 
Send stamped, self-addressed, 5" by 7" envelope to: Mrs. Jeanine M. Notter, 723 Linden Street, 
Riverside CA 92507. The window hangers are manufactured by Gary Austin, a Vietnam 
Veteran, who donates them to interested people. 

Notice: Institute for Humane Studies announces the 1989 Felix Morley Memorial Prizes for 
young journalists and writers. Application deadline: June 15, 1989. 

Information: Morley Prize Secretary, Institute for Humane Studies, George Mason University, 
4400 University Drive, Fairfax VA 22030. 

Notice: Freedoms Foundation at Valley Forge announces the National Awards Program. This 
program was created to honor the voluntary efforts of individuals, organizations and corporations 
whose projects offer constructive solutions to contemporary problems and reflect the best of the 
American spirit of volunteerism. Nomination forms for the Citizenship Award and for the 
Education Award should be requested from: Awards Department, Freedoms Foundation, Valley 
Forge PA 19481 or call & 215-933-8825. Nominations must be received at the Foundation by 
May Ist. 


NEWSLETTER LINE 


This review of major financial newsletters is not intended by THE NEW AMERICAN as 
personal financial advice. 

Roberto Veitia, in the March issue of World Market Perspective, quotes Diego Vietia as 
saying: "We project higher rates for the future, anywhere from one to two percentage points 
within the next six months. This will slow down consumer spending and real estate construction 
and development. It will also definitely open the doors for the much expected recession. This 
could happen as soon as late 1989 or early 1990." (Box 2289, Winter Park FL 32790, $96) 

Tom Holt/Martin Weiss report in the March 3rd issue of the Holt Advisory that 
withdrawals from the S&Ls have reached disastrous levels -- nearly $20 billion during January -- 
and threaten any S&L bailout plan of Congress. "Keep your money mostly in three-month 
T-Bills," they say. Use any rallies in the stock market to get out as they see a downward target of 
DJIA 1700. (Box 2923, West Palm Beach FL 33402, $145) 

James Dines observes in the March 3rd issue of the Dines Letter that a new wave of 
inflation began in 1987. "Consumer prices have been rising steadily for years, at a very calm but 
sustained rate. It looks like more inflation, higher interest rates that won't stop it, and a possible 
recession because of the rising cost of capital: an 'infression'." (Box 22, Belvedere CA 94920 
$195) 

Al Owen says in the March 2nd issue of Newsletter Digest: "In terms of breakup value, 
most U.S. corporations are undervalued by 50 percent. And higher earnings are expected in 
1989. We are in a catchup bull market. We also expect higher prices at year end, and new highs 
in late '89, or '90. Interest rates will probably not turn down before about midyear." (2201 Big 
Cove Road, Huntsville AL 35801, $75) 

Hans Black notes in the March 3rd issue of Interinvest Review And Outlook that the 
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stock market this year will be quite positive and "it remains our view that the equity market's 
most extreme fears, i.e., further sharp increases in interest rates, shall not occur." (Box 1585, 
Boston MA 02104, $125) 

Eric Jones reports in the March issue of Investigate that Michael Ketcher says that 
during the past decade U.S. government agencies have been increasingly snooping on and 
worming their way into the investment world. Banks are instructed by the government to 
accumulate and report information on its customers. Stockbrokers are also "becoming the eyes 
and ears of the government. IRS agents are allowed to pose as doctors, lawyers, reporters, and 
even clergymen, in order to get information about tax cheats. You really can't tell the good guys 
from the bad guys anymore." All this government snooping is an invasion of the privacy of its 
citizens, he says. (Box 2606, Winter Park FL 32790, $78) 

James McKeever states in the March 6th issue of the McKeever Strategy Letter: "We 
have turned from bearish to neutral in gold and would certainly not suggest selling any of your 
gold holdings at this point." The bull market in stocks appears to be intact, but in view of rising 
interest rates, caution is advised. (Box 4130, Medford OR 97501, $195) 

Ron Paul reports in the March 15th issue of the Ron Paul Investment Letter that the 
Bureau of Engraving is building a new currency plant in Fort Worth, Texas, the installation 
being done with extreme secrecy. Completion is scheduled for the first quarter of 1991. "That 
means the New Money may still be two years away." He also says: "There is an inflationary 
recession coming at the very least, which is why you should be out of the stock market, and into 
cash and precious metals. Don't sell your gold, or exchange your bullion for numismatics, no 
matter what other hard-money newsletters say." (1120 NASA Boulevard, Suite 104, Houston, 
TX 77058, $200) 

R.E. McMaster states in the March 9th issue of the Reaper: "Big money, smart money, 
continues to accumulate gold stocks. If the Fed does drop interest rates, gold and gold stock 
could run, due to pent up inflationary factors." (Box 84901, Phoenix AZ 85071, $195) 

Douglas Casey notes in the March issue of Investing In Crisis that big institutional 
stocks are overvalued by 25 to 50 percent and he advises avoiding stocks. Gold stocks, however, 
are the best bargains of all securities, "and a leveraged hedge against an economic catastrophe to 
boot." Bonds are a "risky, foolhardy speculation," he says. (824 East Baltimore Street, Baltimore 
MD 21202, $195) 

Arch Crawford, in the March 4th issue of Crawford Perspectives, predicts a "good 
spring rally, perhaps six weeks worth, into late April or the first week of May," in the stock 
market. "We suspect much better than the recovery highs. Then comes the deluge!" Gold and 
gold stocks are looking better but "there will be time enough for major accumulation in the late 
spring." (250 East 77th Street, New York NY 10021, $250) 

Mark Tier observes in the March 6th "Hotline" issue of World Money Analyst higher 
U.S. interest rates which would send American stocks down and "confirm that the February 
post-crash high was the top of a bear market rally. Given the critical juncture of the world's 
markets, I believe it is advisable to increase your holdings of gold at current prices." (45 
Lyndhurst Terrace, Central Hong Kong, US $189) 

William Jaeger advises in the March 9th issue of Timing: "Get ready to buy silver and 
gold. A rally, even if it is of the bear market variety, should be expected and may have already 
started." The reason, he says, is probably the "inflation syndrome" that is sweeping the country. 
He thinks a realistic target for prices is $400 gold and $8.50 silver. (3320 East Shea Boulevard 
#135, Phoenix AZ 85028, $220) 
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Donald Rowe says in the March 13th issue of the Wall Street Digest: "Make no further 
investments in stocks or stock oriented mutual funds. We expect the Dow to break below 2070 
before our timing model produces a buy signal." (101 Carnegie Center, Princeton NJ 08540, 
$150) 

Richard Russell says in the most recent issue of Dow Theory Letters that one should 
own gold. "Ultimately a recession is going to hit (probably globally). Governments will then do 
everything they can to turn the tide and 'refloat' their economies. When that happens it is possible 
(probable) that all paper currencies will decline against gold. That is one major reason for 
accumulating gold now." (Box 1759, La Jolla CA 92038, $225) 

-- W. A. "JOHN" JOHNSON 


THE LAW The 
Case for Color Blindness 


New discrimination cannot rectify past discrimination 


In Plessy v. Ferguson, in 1896, the Supreme Court interpreted the Fourteenth 
Amendment's guarantee of "equal protection of the laws" to uphold a state law that "required 
railroad companies to provide 'equal but separate accommodations for the white and colored 
races.' "Justice John Marshall Harlan, grandfather of the later Justice of the same name, dissented 
on the ground that, "in view of the Constitution, in the eye of the law, there is in this country no 
superior, dominant ruling class of citizens. There is no caste here. Our Constitution is 
color-blind, and neither knows nor tolerates classes among citizens. In respect of civil rights, all 
citizens are equal before the law." (Emphasis added) The separate but equal doctrine of Plessy v. 
Ferguson was interred by Brown v. Board of Education, the 1954 decision that struck down 
compulsory segregation in public schools. 

But the color-blindness issue raised by Justice Harlan lives on in the context of 
affirmative action, racial quotas, and other remedial measures that have come into use over the 
past three decades. The Supreme Court has allowed racial classifications to be imposed by 
government for "remedial" or "benign" purposes to cure the effects of past discrimination by the 
state or by those engaged in an activity subject to government regulation. One difficulty with 
such measures, however, is that a "benign" preference given to a member of a racial minority can 
operate to the disadvantage of a non-minority person who himself is not guilty of present or past 
racial discrimination. To make an innocent non-minority employee pay the penalty for racial 
discrimination by others should hardly be described as "benign," at least from the penalized 
employee's point of view. 

Minority Set-Asides 

In City of Richmond v. J.A. Croson Company, the Supreme Court, in January, held 
unconstitutional a city plan that required that 30 percent of the dollar amount of municipal 
construction contracts be set aside for award to sub-contractors owned or controlled by minority 
group members. Under the plan, minority group members include "Blacks, Spanish-speaking, 
Orientals, Indians, Eskimos and Aleuts." (See the March 27th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN.) 
But the opinion of Justice Antonin Scalia, concurring in the judgement of the Court, merits 
further discussion. 

Justice Scalia begins by agreeing with the opinion of the Court that "strict scrutiny must 
be applied to all governmental classification by race, whether or not its asserted purpose is 
‘remedial or 'benign.'" But he denies that "state and local governments may in some 
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circumstances discriminate on the basis of race in order (in a broad sense) 'to ameliorate the 
effects of past discrimination." He criticizes "the tendency -- fatal to a nation such as ours -- to 
classify and judge men and women on the basis of their country of origin or the color of their 
skin." Justice Scalia acknowledges that the Supreme Court has approved "the use of racial 
classification by the Federal Government to remedy the effects of past discrimination." The 
Fourteenth Amendment explicitly confers on Congress the power to enforce its guarantees. But 
no such power was specifically conferred on the states; indeed, one of the purposes of the 
Fourteenth Amendment was precisely to prevent racial discrimination by the states. 

Justice Scalia therefore concludes: "At least where state or local action is at issue, only a 
social emergency rising to the level of imminent danger to life and limb -- for example, a prison 
race riot, requiring temporary segregation of inmates ... can justify an exception to the principle 
embodied in the Fourteenth Amendment that '[o]ur Constitution is color-blind, and neither 
knows nor tolerates classes among its citizens,’ Plessy v. Ferguson ... (Harlan, J., dissenting)." 

In Justice Scalia's view, "there is only one circumstance in which the States may act by 
race to ‘undo the effects of past discrimination': where that is necessary to eliminate their own 
maintenance of a system of unlawful racial classification." (Emphasis in original) This principle, 
in his opinion, supports the use of race-conscious remedies in school desegregation cases, but it 
does not support the state-imposed quota struck down by the Court in the Richmond case. 

Societal/Identified Discrimination 

Scalia distinguishes between "the effects of 'societal' discrimination and the effects of 
‘identified’ discrimination." In his opinion, "Nothing prevents Richmond from according a 
contracting preference to identified victims of discrimination. While most of the beneficiaries 
might be black, neither the beneficiaries nor those disadvantaged by the preference would be 
identified, on the basis of their race." (Emphasis in original) 

Justice Scalia reminds us that "even 'benign' racial quotas have individual victims, whose 
very real injustice we ignore whenever we deny them enforcement of their right not to be 
disadvantaged on the basis of race .... It is plainly true that in our society blacks have suffered 
discrimination immeasurably greater than any directed at other racial groups. But those who 
believe that racial preferences can help to 'even the score' display, and reinforce, a manner of 
thinking by race that was the source of the injustice and that will, if it endures within our society, 
be the source of more injustice still. The relevant proposition is not that it was blacks, or Jews, or 
Irish who were discriminated against, but that it was the individual men and women, 'created 
equal,' who were discriminated against. And the relevant resolve is that it should never happen 
again. Racial preferences appear to 'even the score’ (to some small degree) only if one embraces 
the proposition that our society is appropriately viewed as divided into races, making it right that 
an injustice rendered in the past to a black man should be compensated for by discriminating 
against a white. Nothing is worth that embrace ...." 

-- CHARLES E. RICE 


Lower Tax Rates, Higher Taxes 
In the April issue of Reason, Daniel J. Mitchell, director of tax and budget policy at 
Citizens for a Sound Economy, debunks the popularly held belief that "the way to save ourselves 
from economic ruin ... is a major tax increase." Citing U.S. Government statistics, Mitchell 
points out that between 1980 and 1990 annual federal revenues are expected to have increased 
from $517 billion to $1.059 trillion, an increase of $542 billion. Mitchell's fundamental wisdom 
is refreshing: "The real cause of the deficit was excessive spending. Government spending was 
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$591 billion in 1980. In 1990, the federal budget is expected to be at least $1.151 trillion, an 
increase of $560 billion. The deficit increased, as anyone who understands grade-school math 
could explain, because spending grew by an even larger amount than tax revenues." 

As to why most people think taxes were reduced during the Reagan years, Mitchell has 
the answer: "Reagan, to his credit, presided over a dramatic reduction in marginal tax rates .... 
Lower tax rates, however, do not mean lower taxes. Large increases in Social Security and 
business taxes, along with bracket creep ... and broadening the amount of income subject to 
taxation, all contributed to the flood of money pouring into the government's coffers." Mitchell 
closes with a recommendation for President Bush: "Veto any tax increase." (The Reason 
Foundation, 2716 Ocean Park Boulevard, Suite 1062, Santa Monica CA 90405, $24) 

Those Bad Apples at 60 Minutes 

In the March-B issue of Accuracy in Medias' AIM Report, editor Reed Irvine takes the 
CBS show 60 Minutes to task for irresponsibly causing the "great apple scare of 1989." Among 
the statements made on the CBS show by correspondent Ed Bradley: "The most potent 
cancer-causing agent in our food supply is a substance sprayed on apples to keep them on the 
trees longer and make them look better." The substance in question was, of course, daminozide, 
or Alar. 

"What is shocking," says Irvine, "is that almost everything Bradley said in his opening 
statement was either false or disputable." Irvine explains: 

The "scientific experts" whose views CBS was disseminating are not the nation's 

preeminent biochemists, toxicologists or cancer researchers. They are the 

undistinguished authors of a report titled Intolerable Risk: Pesticides in our 

Children's Food published by the National Resources Defense Council (NRDC). 

None of the two principal and two contributing authors is identified as having a 

doctor's degree. "60 Minutes" agreed to do this program promoting the NRDC 

viewpoint in return for a promise that the NRDC would not make its report 

available to any other news organization prior to the "60 Minutes" broadcast. 

In assessing the motives of CBS in airing its hysterical warning, Irvine comments: 
"While CBS and NRDC wanted to get Alar banned, it would be wrong to conclude that this was 
because of any intense desire to protect the public from cancer. The effort they put into the 
attempt bears no relation to the relative risk to the public. "60 Minutes" has rarely used its 
enormous influence to discourage the use of tobacco, which causes about a third of all cancer 
deaths in the United States each year .... Their failure to energetically attack the main causes of 
cancer and their propensity for focusing on the most doubtful suspects suggests that their main 
interest is bashing chemicals, not fighting cancer." (Accuracy in Media, Inc., 1275 K Street, NW, 
Washington DC 20005, $35) 

A More Perfect Union? 

In the March 20th Industry Week, Peter F. Drucker, professor of social science at 
Claremont (California) Graduate School, discusses the rise and decline of the influence of labor 
unions in Western industrialized societies. 

While recognizing past inadequacies of unions, such as the deterioration of the quality of 
union leadership, Drucker still envisions a role for them in the business community, albeit a 
vastly different one: 

The union would still have a large role as the representative of employees against 

management stupidity and abuse of power, but the relationship would not be 

adversarial. Rather, it would resemble the Scandinavian "ombudsman." The union 
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would work with management on productivity, quality, and whatever else keeps 

the enterprise competitive, thus maintaining the members' jobs and protecting 

their incomes and opportunities. 

Drucker explains that this relationship between management and labor, although a new 
idea for this country, has already proven effective in Japan. (1100 Superior Avenue, Cleveland 
OH 44114, $50) 

Watching the Watchdog 

In the March Between the Lines, editor Joseph Farah takes a look at the editorial policies 
of the Columbia Journalism Review, the prestigious, self-proclaimed "national media monitor" 
published by Columbia University's Graduate School of Journalism. Farah explains that CJR 
"examines issues of ethics and responsibility challenging journalists and regularly awards 'darts' 
and 'laurels' to individuals and news organizations it deems worthy of scorn and praise." 

The problem, says Farah, is that "a content analysis of recent issues shows that the 
journal reserves virtually all of its criticism of the press for those individuals and news 
organizations that fail to march in lock-step with the overwhelming majorities in the media and 
academia." He notes that, in the January-February issue of CJR, the "darts and laurels" feature 
either attacked conservatives or praised liberals in eleven out of twelve cases. 

After surveying several 'specific examples of such bias on CJR’'s part, Farah concludes: 
"Relying on Columbia Journalism Review to be a watchdog of the media is like asking the fox to 
guard the chicken coop." (P.O. Box 2870, Palos Verdes CA 90274, $25) 

-- WARREN P. MASS 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC The 
Population Planner Explosion 


The War Against Population 
By Jacqueline Kasun, Ignatius Press, 1988, 225 pages, paperback, $14.95. 


"Too Many Mouths" shrieks the headline in a Time magazine story on January 2nd. The 
subhead reads: "The Problem: Swarms of people are running out of food and space." The 
solution proposed by Time? "Make birth-control information and devices available to every man 
and woman." Through the media, the government, and the schools, the population propaganda 
beat goes on. The propaganda is so pervasive that few people would even think to question it. 

The fact of the matter is, however, that overpopulation is one of the greatest myths of the 
20th century. There is no "population crisis." The earth is not running out of food, energy 
sources, or space. The purpose of the hysterical predictions of disaster is to give a coterie of 
national and international planners control over people's lives. "The real problem of government 
family planning," says Dr. Jacqueline Kasun in The War Against Population, "is not one of 
families out of control, but of planners out of control." 

A professor of economics at Humboldt State University in California, Dr. Kasun has 
done a masterful job of collecting information about the dozens of organizations that make up 
the U.S. population establishment and refuting their false dogmas, point by point, with a 
mountain of data, some of it contained in eye-opening charts and graphs. She has provided 
valuable information about the origins of the population-control movement and the role played 
by Margaret Sanger, the Rockefellers, and others, and she has listed and described the activities 
of 35 organizations and foundations devoted to limiting population. 

"The story of the population-control movement -- its history and organization and leaders 
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-- is a story of the growth and development of great power," says Dr. Kasun. "Massive amounts 
of money and powerful political influence are involved. In the United States alone, a 
constituency of 3,100 publicly subsidized birth control agencies with 40,000 workers has 
emerged. Universities and research agencies, with thousands of workers, receive hundreds of 
millions of dollars annually for their work in population control." 

The author has exposed the paradox of the United States, supposedly the exemplar of free 
enterprise, leading the coercive anti-natalist campaign abroad. "Since 1965," she says, "the 
United States has contributed more to foreign population-control programs than all other 
countries combined and has pressured other countries and international agencies to back the 
programs." Bureaucrats at the Agency for International Development (AID), the U.S. foreign aid 
agency, stated their goal in 1974 to bring about "a two-child family on the average" throughout 
the world by the year 2000. 

A brief review cannot do justice to a book chock full of statistics that put the lie to the 
claims of population alarmists. One has to read the book to get the full value of Dr. Kasun's 
research. Her convincing conclusions, based on careful studies by other authorities, include the 
following: that present methods of farming could produce enough food to feed an American-type 
diet to seven times the current world population; that the entire population of the world could be 
put into the state of Texas, with each man, woman, and child occupying 1,500 square feet of 
space; and that there is no chance of the world running out of energy sources or raw materials. In 
summary: 

Resources, far from being limited, are abounding. No more than | to 3 percent of the 

earth's ice-free land area is occupied by human beings, less than one-ninth is used 

for agricultural purposes. Eight times, and perhaps as much as twenty-two times, 

the world's present population could support itself at the present standard of 

living, using present technology; and this leaves half the earth's land surface open 

to wildlife and conservation areas. The ubiquitous and over-worked visitor from 

Mars would be astonished to discover that the earth planet, with its resources 

barely touched, its yawning spaces, and its human fertility rapidly declining, is in 

the throes of a panic about overpopulation. 

Jacqueline Kasun also exposes the phony claims of those promoting sex education in the 
schools and decrying the "epidemic" of teenage pregnancy. Declaring that explicit sex-ed courses 
"break down all personal reserve on sexual matters," the author cites studies showing that the 
new sex-education programs have actually increased adolescent pregnancy, particularly in those 
areas where the most money was spent to counteract teen pregnancy. Where births to teenagers 
have gone down, it is due not to sex education or birth-control clinics, but to abortion. "The chief 
effects of the government programs," says Jacqueline Kasun, "have probably been to encourage 
abortions to terminate the pregnancies incited by the programs themselves." 

There must be a radical reversal of U.S. population policy, says Dr. Kasun, and the 
restoration of traditional religious, social, cultural, and political values. She says that any new 
policy "must stop the government from subsidizing, and the educational system from 
indoctrinating the people" in the anti-population philosophy. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


CLASSICS REVISITED 
The Case for Superfluity 
Albert Jay Nock was an anti-statist, a literary critic, an individualist philosopher, an 
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isolationist, and an influential writer. His colorful writing style and his contrarian ideals make 
Nock a delight to read. This is particularly true of his last great book, the Memoirs of a 
Superfluous Man (1943). The Rev. Edmund A. Opitz, resident Nockian at the Foundation for 
Economic Education, writes that Nock's Memoirs "is a book to be enjoyed and then mastered." 
Robert M. Crunden, a Nock biographer, writes that Memoirs of a Superfluous Man is "the final 
statement of his position and the high point in his long career." 

And what a career it was! Albert Jay Nock was born October 13, 1870 and spent his early 
years in Brooklyn, New York. When Nock was nine, his father, an Episcopalian minister, took a 
call at a small lumber town in Michigan. Nock was a product of home schooling. With very 
limited guidance, young Albert read freely in his father's classical library. In addition, his father 
taught him Greek and Latin. 

At 14 Nock began his "superfluous" education at a boarding school, and then went on to 
St. Stephen's College. Nock called himself a "superfluous man" because, thanks to his rigorous 
classical education, he claimed to have known no history after 1500. He claimed to be totally 
unfit for life in the 20th century. Eventually, the superfluous Nock was ordained as an 
Episcopalian minister. 

Nock's literary career began in 1910 when he left the ministry and began writing for the 
old American Magazine. From 1920 to 1924 he was the editor of The Freeman. Critics claim 
that with The Freeman Nock and company produced one of America's finest "little magazines." 
After his stint at The Freeman, Nock produced a regular column for H.L. Mencken's legendary 
American Mercury. During his career he also wrote essays for Atlantic Monthly, Century, 
Harper's, The Nation, Scribner's, and the Virginia Quarterly. In addition, Nock wrote several 
books, including: Our Enemy the State (1935), Jefferson (1926), and Henry George: An Essay 
(1939). 

Memoirs is reminiscent of another great literary autobiography, The Education of Henry 
Adams (1907). Like Henry Adams, Nock tends to omit more than he includes. Nock valued his 
privacy. In addition, for Nock, ideas and not juicy personal details were important. Thus, in 
Memoirs, his personal life is veiled. There is no name dropping, and no mention of his marriage 
and his children. Memoirs, then, is a "purely literary and philosophical autobiography." 

Memoirs turns on the three essential "laws" that Nock believes explain the corruption of 
everything that is fine, noble, and good in Western civilization. Understanding these simple laws, 
writes Nock, "enabled me at once to get the hang of many matters which far better men than I 
have found hopelessly puzzling, and to answer questions for which otherwise I could have found 
no answer." 

The first of these is Epstean's Law, named in honor of an old club chum, Edward 
Epstean, who once stated that, "if self-preservation is the first law of human conduct, 
exploitation is the second." From Herbert Spencer and Henry George, Nock learned that "man 
tends to satisfy his needs and desires with the least possible exertion." Therefore, it is an 
"inescapable corollary" that "the easiest way to satisfy one's needs and desires is by 
exploitation." From his study of ancient history, and the realization that "it is easier to seize 
wealth than it is to produce it," Nock concluded that the chief instrument of exploitation in this 
modern age is the State -- the ultimate "huckster of privilege." 

The second postulate is Gresham's Law, that "bad money drives out good," named after 
Sir Thomas Gresham. Nock applies this law with great effect to explain the decline of literature, 
culture, and society. For example, Nock claims that the rise of cheap mass market paperback 
books has destroyed American literature. 
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The third postulate is Newton's Law of Diminishing Returns. Nock claims that, just as in 
nature, as things grow in size and strength, they tend to fall apart. In the field of education Nock 
applied his third law while doing battle with John Dewey and his progressive education 
disciples. Nock argued that the more students, the lower the standards, and the lower the median 
level of intelligence. The net result of the Deweyite revolution, argued Nock, would be an 
endless downward spiral of democratic mediocrity and illiteracy. 

To these three "unbeatable" laws, Nock added another concept that shaped his world 
view. He had read an article in the September 1932 issue of the American Mercury, entitled 
"Why We Do Not Behave Like Human Beings," that irrevocably shook his classical liberal faith 
in the inevitable self-betterment of mankind. The author, architect Ralph Adams Cram, argued 
that the reason that most people don't act like human beings is that they aren't. Cram borrowed 
Matthew Arnold's observation that only a small minority of homo sapiens ever rise out of the sea 
of barbarians and philistines to achieve the status of true humanity, as exemplified by Socrates, 
Jesus, Marcus Aurelius, St. Thomas, Goethe, et al. 

Therefore, the masses are merely "the sub-human raw material out of which the 
occasional human being is produced." In one stroke, Cram demolished Spencer's great Synthetic 
Philosophy, which was the basis for the 19th century's (and Nock's) unlimited faith in inevitable 
human progress and the perfectable man. 

To counteract these three laws, Nock proposes his own Law of Reform. In his discussion 
of religion, he writes that, "if every one would reform one (that is to say, oneself) and keep one 
steadfastly following the way of life which He [Jesus Christ] recommended, the Kingdom of 
Heaven would be coexistive with human society." Nock is correct. The great affliction of our 
modern age is that we have a superabundance of pompous and self-righteous do-gooders using 
tax dollars and the power of the State to reform others (for their own good) while the "plank is in 
their own eye." For Nock, true social reform, like true charity, begins at home. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 
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